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1. What was the problem and the purpose of the study? Were the problem and purpose clearly stated? In your opinion, is the topic important to nursing? How?
Before any research project can begin someone must ask the question "why". The individual inquiring why must feel that there is something missing from current standards and wants to study a way to change it. Whatever he or she feels is inadequate then becomes the problem or purpose of a research study. In the Longitudinal Study of Patients Living With Advanced Cancer the problem researchers saw was a lack of relative longitudinal studies in the field of dying. Therefore, the purpose of these researchers study was to perform a longitudinal study of dying individuals to address the hardships experienced by patients from diagnosis until death. The authors of the article did a nice job of clearly stating that there was a problem and following up by setting research goals to correct the issue. Gaining an understanding of patients insight will always be an important part of nursing. Over the past few semesters it has been hammered into our brains that we, as nurses, are the advocates for patients. The best way to support patients is to know their needs. In this particular study I think understanding patients experiences is especially important because of the circumstances. Any research that can improve the quality of care given to individuals is a beneficial study. 	Comment by Charlotte: patients’	Comment by Charlotte: patients’
2. What are the objectives and/or research questions in the study? Did the author(s) clearly state them or do you have to infer them? Are the objectives/questions appropriate for the purpose of the study, or do the objectives/questions seem to address another issue?
Doing research is useless unless someone is seeking an answer to some questions. The researchers involved in the Longitudinal Study of Patients Living With Advanced Cancer created two main goals, or objectives, to address the problem they saw among the field of dying. Clearly stated in the article the two main goals were "to provide an understanding of the overall prolonged experience of advanced cancer and how this experience is managed" and "to understand, in particular, the experience of individuals with a desire for hastened death" (Nissim, Rennie, Flemming, Hales, Gagliese, & Rodin, 2012, p. 363). Because the main problem is not having enough research in the field of dying any study focusing on this process could be deemed useful. However, the objectives created by these researchers meet the needs of this study precisely. By addressing the length of the dying process and collection of individuals experiences both the problem researchers see in this field as well the reason for creating the study are being explored. 
3. Was the study based on a framework? If so, what framework was used? Does the framework fit the problem? Are the framework concepts and relationships identified and clearly related to the problem? 
The study of patients dying from advanced cancer was in fact based on a framework. Conceptual framework is the theory testing that drove this study in the direction that it went. According to our books a conceptual framework takes place when a problem exists, in this case a lack of longitudinal studies about the experiences of dying, which already fits into an existing theoretical framework but seeks to improve the concepts already generated. Because studies have already been performed about the dying process a theoretical framework has already been made. By the researchers working to gain understanding of individuals experiences they are undertaking a conceptual framework. The framework chosen works well with posed problem. Theoretical framework was mentioned early in the research article to simply highlight the previous work done. The article continues on to detail the how the framework will relate to the study to find answers to the problem. 
4. The literature review is a section within research articles. Your analysis of the literature review is NOT your thoughts on how well-written and organized the journal article was. The literature review analysis should consist of your thoughts of how well the researchers looked at past literature to identify what was and was not known about the research topic prior to the current study. Please use the following questions as a guide.
Was the review of the literature thorough, appropriate and organized? Was current research included in the review? Was the literature well-critiqued? Were gaps in knowledge identified relating to the research problem? In other words, does the literature justify the need for the study?
When researchers wish to begin a study they must review what has already been done in the field they are hoping to work in. Before the researchers who wanted to better understand the experience of those with advanced cancer could begin their work they had to review all the literature available about their topic. Research on the topic of those dying with cancer had begun in the 1960's so it made perfect sense to begin reexamining literature at this point. The recap of the literature review was organized in chronological order. It was appropriate organize previous research in this way to show the advances already made on the topic of dying. In addition, by including all research in chronological order the author was ensuring that nothing was overlooked. Review of current literature mentions that the same problem seen by other researchers was in fact the problem of focus in this study. Cross-sectional studies were performed to gain understanding of individuals dying from advanced cancer but weren't able to address the severity of the process from the time of diagnosis until death. By examining the research that was already done the need for a longitudinal study was easily justified. 
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	Posts well developed assignment that fully addresses and develops all aspects of the task.

	3

	Content
Contribution
	Posts information that is off-topic, incorrect, or irrelevant to discussion.
	Repeats but does not add substantive information to the discussion.
	Posts information that is factually correct; lacks full development of concept or thought.
	Posts factually correct, reflective and substantive contribution.
	5

	References & Support
	Includes no references or supporting experience.
	Uses personal experience, but no references to readings or research.
	Incorporates one reference from literature.  May lack relevance.  May lack proper APA format in citing.
	Uses relevant reference(s) to literature or readings to support comments. APA format is correct.
	5

	Clarity & Mechanics
	Posts long, unorganized or rude content that may contain multiple errors or may be inappropriate.
	Communicates in friendly, courteous and helpful manner with some errors in clarity or mechanics.
	Contributes valuable information to discussion with minor clarity or mechanics errors.
	Contributes to discussion with clear, concise comments formatted in an easy to read style that is free of grammatical or spelling errors.
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06/15/2012 9:19 am 
Kallie,
I found it interesting that your study begun so long ago then just picked up again. I'm curious as to whether or not peoples' opinions on the subject changed because of the big gap in time. So many topics that have a lot of controversy has been changing over the past ten years I sure views on euthanasia has changed as well. I also wanted to let you know that I liked that you mentioned framework as a map. I had a hard time understanding the framework and by you mentioning a web it helped create a picture in my mind. 
06/15/2012 9:29 am 
Liji,
The article you chose is very important to the field of nursing. You mentioned that every nurse at some point in time will come across a victim patient; as sad as that fact is, it is also true. Any study that is addresses better ways for nurses to provide care is a helpful one. It would be especially beneficial if this study could produce more tips for nurses to use when confronted by these types of patients. I'm curious if SANE is an acronym for something or if you're referring to nurses without cloudy judgment? 
06/15/2012 9:36 am 
Lindsay,
The research article you chose is becoming more and more important to nursing care because of the increasing number of individuals who want to say home. The problem in your article is such a necessity I'm glad these researchers chose to pursue it. It is a little odd though that past literature wasn't mentioned in the study; I would expect the amount of research on this topic to be bountiful. I'm curious how everything turned out, I even want to go back to previous discussions and see the results of your study. 
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